Sensitivity of Field Experiments
Statistical power analyses and reporting on the analyses are important and ought to be undertaken routinely.  This is elemental quality assurance for any evaluation policy.
By power analysis here is meant formal calculation of the probabil-ity of finding an effect, if there indeed is an effect, despite a noisy context. Critical reviews of field experiments in health Services, education, and other areas stress that (a) the effects of projects will usually be small and (b) sample sizes are often too small to detect those effects.  That is, differences between program and control groups are likely to go undetected.
Three of the experiments reviewed by this committee had samples large enough to justify the expectation that an effect would be detected if indeed youths were influenced by the regimen. The Vera Institute's study, for example, involved 600 to 800 individuals per site, with about 300 in a control group and 100 in each of three program Variation groups. OIC had about 1,500 participants and 700 controls distributed across seven sites. MDRC's sample size exceeded 1,200, over five sites.
Other experiments listed in Section C of the Bibliography involve far smaller samples, however. And so it is difficult to understand how a small project effect could be detected.  The CAVD project, for example, involved assignment of fewer than 30 individuals per group in each site. Attrition led to even fewer, e.g., 4 individuals in a site in one analysis of dropouts. And so it is no surprise that differences among groups are often insignificant.  The Indochinese SPICY project had 70 to 80 individuals per site in three sites and analyzed the sites separately.  (They did detect effects.)  Tallmadge-Yuen's Career Intern report suggests that there were, at most, 75 subjects per cohort per site; there is no reference to a power analysis in the final report, and results are mixed.
Measures of Program Implementation
More orderly, verifiable Information on the degree of program implementation needs to be collected.  Better, less-expensive methods for obtaining and reporting such Information also need to be developed. And basic research needs to be conducted to link implementation data with impact data.
No outcome evaluation should exclude measurement of the level of program implementation.  Such data are äs essential in social program evaluation äs measurements of dosage level and compliance are in evalu-ating new drugs and therapy.
At its crudest, measuring implementation may focus on structural features of the program's construction.  This includes establishing the time frame required for actualizing major parts of program plans. Information about the time it takes for a new program to become stabil-ized, for instance, is often sketchy even for large-scale programs. Measurement should include crude observation on staff, material, and resources, and on the recipients of Services and their eligibility.

